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Chapter 1 – Theoretical Framework and Methodology
This study may best be described as a study in socio-historical linguistics, as the Dutch and the English languages are investigated in a socio-historical context. The analyses are based on the language used in the play The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) by Thomas Dekker. As we are dealing with a literary text here, the writer has made stylistic choices in order to create certain characters from different social levels. In essence, my thesis thus combines socio-historical linguistics with literary stylistics.
As regards the methodology employed in this thesis, many different aspects need to be looked into. As mentioned in the Introduction, I will first provide background information on the writer, the socio-historical background and language use, both English and Dutch, during the Early Modern period. The main part of this thesis investigates the language used in Dekker’s play. More precisely, for the investigation of the English language, I have chosen to investigate five linguistic variables: (1) the replacement of subject ye by you, (2) the use of thee and thou, (3) the replacement of the first- and second-person possessive determiners mine and thine by my and thy, (4) the replacement of the present indicative third-person singular suffix –th​ by –s, and (5) the replacement of the which by which. These five changes are selected from Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s (2003) research into the language of The Corpus of Early English Correspondence, a corpus consisting of more than 6,000 letters from the same period as the play, for which they investigated fourteen examples of change. The five changes selected occur regularly in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600). The variation of the five linguistic features will be investigated with respect to its distribution according to different characters; in particular with regard to their gender and their social status. The analysis of the Dutch language is based on Mooijaart and van der Wal’s (2008) research on the Dutch language during the Early Modern period. They do not solely discuss specific changes like Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003), and I have therefore chosen some linguistic variables that were mentioned in their research: (1) the usage of du, jij, and gij, (2) what forms of verb inflection occur in the first- and second-person singular, and (3) the usage of the modern –(e)n ending of plural nouns. 
For the analysis, the first printed edition of The Shomaker’s Holiday from 1600 is used, which I retrieved from the database Early English Books Online (EEBO). This edition of the play was chosen because there are no manuscripts available and it is the first printed edition. I hope that the printer has not edited the play when printing it, but even if he had, the language would still represent the language of the time.


Chapter 2 – Thomas Dekker (1572-1637), The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) and Dekker’s London

2.1 A Biography of Thomas Dekker
Presumably born in 1572, Thomas Dekker died at the age of 65 in 1637. During his life Dekker wrote or contributed to more than sixty plays. He worked and wrote together with other famous authors such as Shakespeare (1564-1616), John Webster (1580-1634), and John Ford (1586-1637). Not much is known about Dekker’s life, but his name first appeared in a literary record in 1597, when a playbook of Dekker’s was bought for the Fortune Theatre. Henslowe, manager of the theatre at the time, bought 25 plays from Dekker during 1598 and 1599, and he also paid Dekker’s debts to get him out of prison. In 1612 Dekker was imprisoned again, this time for seven years in the King’s Bench. Important for the analysis of the play under investigation in this thesis is his Dutch ancestry, which can be seen in his last name. Dekker was presumably related to Protestant refugees from the Catholic persecution in the Netherlands (The Oxford Encyclopedia of British Literature [OEBL]). Dekker was a Protestant, who believed that giving to the poor or needy was a moral and religious thing that everyone should do. With his plays and pamphlets he propagandised for and praised the Reformed Church, especially with plays such as Sir Thomas Wyatt, The Whore of Babylon, The Virgin Martyr and The Double P.P. (OEBL). Some of Dekker’s work is still staged due to the strong appeal to the audience and the way in which the plays are written. One of the plays that is still performed on stage today is The Shomaker’s Holiday (OEBL).

2.2 A Summary of The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600)
In The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) Lacie falls in love with Rose, a girl from the lower classes. His uncle and her father do not want them to be together, and thus Lacie is sent off to fight in the war with France. However, Lacie stays behind and disguises himself as Hans, a Dutch shoemaker. One of Simon Eyre’s craftsmen, Rafe, has been sent off to fight in the war as well, and Lacie fills his place after Firke and Hodge urge Simon Eyre to hire him. Simon Eyre becomes the new Lord Maior of London and leaves the shop in the care of his craftsmen. At the same time Rose almost gets married to Hammon, but in the end she decides that she does not want to be his wife. Then Hammon pursues Jane, Rafe’s wife, and after he tells her that Rafe has died in the war, Jane agrees to marry him. However, Rafe comes home soon after Jane has agreed to become Hammon’s wife and Rafe wants to find Jane, while Lacie reveals his true identity to Rose. Rose and Lacie decide to elope, and while Firke sends their caretakers to the second wedding of Jane and Rafe, they get married. Still, the Lord Maior and Lincolne do not settle for this and they bring in the King to divorce the couple. The King does so, only to reunite them in marriage moments later, as it is not in his power to grant a divorce. 

2.3 The Socio-Economical Background of London around 1600
In order to understand why Lacie pretends to be a Dutch shoemaker in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600), it is important to consider the social and economical background of seventeenth-century London. London was not only the political and economic centre of England but the city was important in the world economy as well. Especially the social order, the urbanization, population growth, family life, schooling, marriage and the economy are factors that are reflected in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600), either in the story itself or in the language used.

2.3.1 Urbanization and population growth
From around 1500 onwards the population of England grew at a very fast rate, and in 1600 England’s population counted 4,110,000, of which 200,000 people lived in London (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 30). London was the fastest growing city of England, with many immigrants coming to live there. The growth would have been even faster had it not been for diseases causing the death rate to surpass the birth rate in London (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 30). In 1593 there were 5,545 immigrants in London, of which 1,089 were Dutch (Yungblut, 1996). It can also be expected that by 1600 even more immigrants had come to live in London as it was a city of welfare. The enormous amount of immigrants in London is reflected in the following quote: “[S]ixteenth and seventeenth century court records suggest that only 15 percent of Londoners was born there” (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 39). Apart from the immigrants coming to London, English people moved to London as well. Reasons for this can be found in the fact that London became the political and economical capital, which attracted a large proportion of the population to come to find jobs (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 31). Even though many of these job-seekers stayed in London, there were many young people who came to London left again, as they only went to the capital for an apprenticeship or for schooling (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 31). The variety of people from different places in England and from various places in the world most likely influenced London English, as the people from different classes, backgrounds and professions lived together in one big city (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 40).

2.3.2 Economy
After 1558, England left the purely agricultural society behind and started commercial farming, which resulted in a higher productivity. On top of that, more consumer goods appeared on the market, and there was more diversification in the industries (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 21). London played a crucial role in international trade, resulting from improved communication possibilities and the national economy that emerged (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 22). Due to the development of the national economy everyone but the poor enjoyed welfare. Contributing to this was the inflation, which was good for the higher classes but bad for the lower classes, as the inflation lasted until the 1660s (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 22).

2.3.3 The Social Order
The social hierarchy in towns differed from that in the countryside. First, the social order in the countryside shall be discussed, followed by an explanation for the differences between the countryside and the towns, the most important of which was London.
	The main division in the social hierarchy was based on landownership in the countryside, and the classes there consisted mainly of gentry and non-gentry (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 25). The highest place on the social ladder was taken by the royalty, immediately followed by the nobility consisting of dukes, barons, bishops, earls etcetera. After that came the proper gentry, as for example knights, esquires and gentlemen (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 26). Between the gentry and the non-gentry was the middle class, with individuals who provided for themselves by non-manual work, such as lawyers, medical doctors and clergymen (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 27). The non-gentry consisted of yeomen, merchants and husbandmen, followed by craftsmen, tradesmen and artificers, followed by labourers, cottagers and paupers (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 27). What can be noted is that people from the higher classes had titles such as Lord, Lady, Sir, Dame, Mr, Mrs and more specific titles like Archbishop. The same applied to the professionals, the middle classes, who all bore the title of their occupation. Yeomen carried the title Goodman or Goodwife, and the craftsmen were titled according to the name of their craft, like ‘Shomaker’ (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 27).
	In the towns the division was different, as there was no landowning like there was in the country. Wealthy merchants lived a life like the gentry, without actually owning land and belonging to the gentry, thus they were called the ‘pseudo-gentry’ or town dwellers. Just below them on the social ladder were professionals, and below them were the traders and craftsmen (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 27).
	Moving up on the social ladder was possible, for instance through education, the trades or a good marriage (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 28). However, moving down the social ladder happened as well, leaving positions to be filled for families which were moving up (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 28). Overall, only about five percent of the population could be called gentry, while the remaining 95% was made up of professionals and non-gentry (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 28).

2.3.4 Family Life and Marriage
Within the family there was paternal authority, which means that the father was in charge (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 22). When the father died, the oldest son would inherit the family home, which usually resulted in his brothers having to find another place to live (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 28). Ties outside the immediate family were based on relying on one another for support when needed, for instance when someone needed financial help (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 22). 
	Marriages took place between the gentry and professional families, but the non-gentry were not given the chance to a good wedding in order to climb the social ladder. Also, the upper ranks married younger and it was uncommon for them to choose who they wanted to get married to. On the contrary, someone from the lower classes usually chose his or her own partner and married later in life (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 1996: p. 22). 

2.3.5 Schooling
After 1558, the opportunity for schooling increased for all classes, but especially higher classes and the higher middle classes made use of the availability of education. Illiteracy was mainly found amongst the lower classes, as they were not educationally trained (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 35). Differences in educational level were found in the various social classes, but also between boys and girls. For boys, academic schooling was an option, but this was rarely a possibility for girls (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 41). Children were mostly home-taught, but learning in schools was on the increase from the early fifteenth century onwards (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 41). Lower-class children were almost always home-taught, or they went to school for a maximum of two years, as their families could not afford their tuition fees longer than that. Seven-year apprenticeships were common among the middle classes, but some boys of the upper ranks had the same training. Oxford and Cambridge, the two universities in England, were mostly attended by boys from the upper classes, but the sons of the richest families were educated at universities, at the Inns of Court, and often made a Grand Tour of Europe (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 41). 

2.4 The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) placed in the Historical Setting
Thomas Dekker’s (1600) The Shomaker’s Holiday is a play which reflects the lives of several Londoners in 1600. In the play the characters are faced with contemporary problems related to for example the class system, the changing society, parental decision making versus self-direction, national identity and commerce. I will here take a closer look at these contemporary problems. Focusing on the historical setting and Dekker’s sources for the play, Walsh (2006) touches upon some of these aspects in his article Performing Historicity in Dekker’s The Shoemaker’s Holiday. Walsh (2006) claims that Dekker was questioning the social structure of the time, by having people from different classes getting married, against their fathers’ wishes. He also states that Simon Eyre is a real historical person, who was born into a poor family but grew up to be a worthy man in society (Walsh, 2006). Regarding Simon Eyre, Walsh (2006) states the following: 
Also, in the end he is rewarded with a knighthood, and the king forgives him his betrayal. Through this Dekker places the middle class high up in the ‘new ways of life’, resulting in him talking about history: The middle class was the upper class of the cities.

With respect to the setting of the play – London, the importance of London is shown by leaving the King unnamed, while Simon Eyre’s wealthy life is described in detail, placing the focus on the local rather than the national context (Walsh, 2006). This also becomes evident when Lacie stays at home instead of going to fight in the war with France, for which he is forgiven by the King. This adds to the fact that London became the commercial and political capital, which means that the local place that is London is important for the national identity of England. Smith (2005) supports Walsh’s (2006) view by providing a story that is probably true about a cross-class wedding. The example might have been used by Dekker for the weddings between Rafe and Jane and Lacie and Rose, which means that his play provides a true historical setting. Smith (2005) argues that Rose is a person in her own right who is in control of her own life and does not wish to be ruled by men, be it her father or her husband. The marriages that happen in the play both imply that capitalism is rejected and that the women still gain financially, even though they do not marry the men who come with money (Smith, 2005).
	In 1593 there were 5,545 immigrants in London, of which 1,089 were Dutch (Yungblut, 1996). This is seen in the play as well, as there are two Dutch, or fake-Dutch, characters. Fleck (2006), who is concerned with national identity, claims that “Dekker’s The Shoemaker’s Holiday engages many of the worries about the economic effects of foreigners living, working and trading in London” (Fleck, 2006). The Dutch characters of Hans (Lacie disguised as a Dutch shoemaker) and Skipper, a merchant captain, are used as “a distorted mirror in which to view the reflection of English identity at the end of the sixteenth century” (Fleck, 2006). Foreigners were not accepted easily at the time, and there were rules concerning foreigners who came to work in London: they should have had seven years of apprenticeship (Towney and Power, 1924). This is reflected in the play when Firke asks Hans if he really is a shoemaker and if he has all the tools a true shoemaker should have. Fleck (2006) notes about the Dutch characters that they are victims of stereotypes and jokes: Dutch people drink a lot and are very greedy. However, Hans is the one who knows about the Dutch merchant captain and he tells Simon Eyre about this, which results in a good business deal for Simon Eyre. Of course, Hans turns out to be Lacie, an Englishman, which shows that people can be fooled and that ‘foreigners’ are not always bad for the economy (Fleck, 2006). Kastan (1987) opposes the view that The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) is a true resemblance of the late sixteenth century. He states that Firke and Hodge would never have urged Simon Eyre to take on Hans as a shoemaker, as foreigners were not supported by the English (Kastan, 1987). Their support can easily be explained according to Fleck (2006), as they wanted someone to do the work they did not want to do and someone to joke about, and therefore, they did not feel threatened by a foreigner. On top of that, it is questioned by Firke whether Hans has experience (Fleck, 2006). Furthermore, Kastan (1987) claims that money is not treated in the play as it would have been treated in London around 1600. He states that Rafe would have accepted the money offered for Jane by Hammon and that Simon Eyre would become rich by ripping off the Dutch merchant captain (Kastan, 1987). However, Rafe was already married to Jane before Hammon asked her, and people could only be divorced by the church, but a divorce also meant that it was prohibited to re-marry (Smith, 2005). Placing the business deal between Simon Eyre and the Dutch captain in the background of London shows the tension between foreigners and natives, implying that business deals like this did happen. 

2.5 The English Language around 1600
In 1600, the English language had not yet been fully standardised. As a result, the written language of Thomas Dekker’s time is not the same as it is nowadays (cf. Nevalainen, 2006: p.32). For instance, irregularities in Dekker’s spelling represent the forms of English that were common in his time.

2.5.1 Standardisation
After 1066 French became the medium of administrative, literary and religious writings in England. The other important language was Latin, which was used in law, administration, the Catholic Church and higher education (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 29). English was a low variety of language and was used on the local level and as a spoken variety (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 29). It began to be used in its written form from the fourteenth century onwards, and the first form of English to replace French as the official written language was the language as it was used in the King’s writing offices in Westminster (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 29). The first written varieties of English were influenced by the dialects of the people doing the writing, as there was no norm (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 29). The choice of what language should be the norm was based on the King’s offices and it was thus a southern variant of English.  
	Overall, English replaced French and Latin in all language domains, which led to linguistic elaboration and spelling regularisation. Disagreements about the language ensued, which resulted in the long process of standardising the English language. The English in the Early Modern English era was not standardised by then but rather a “mainstream variety of English, Gil’s General dialect, based on southern and central rather than northern regional dialects” (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 42). 
	As the language was not fully standardised in Dekker’s time, many spelling irregularities occur in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600). This makes the written language interesting and it makes an analysis regarding its development possible.
 

2.5.2 Different Aspects of Language (Change)
Spelling varied in the time when The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) was written, as is clearly reflected in the spelling variation of the play (cf. Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003; Nevalainen, 2006). Some of the regular spelling differences compared to contemporary English are listed below, with examples of words found in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600):
-	<v> was used word initially for both <u> and <v>: ‘vnion’;
-	<u> was used word internally for <v>: ‘knaue’;
-	The apostrophe was not yet used in order to make the distinction between the common case plural, the genitive singular and the genitive plural.
As for morphology, <w> was sometimes written as <vv>, as in ‘vvife’. Morphology changed in the Early Modern English era as well. For example many new words were created by combining affixes and bases (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 59). This happened through compounding (two bases combined), affixation (adding a prefix or suffix to a base), and conversion (assigning the base to another word class without changing its form) (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 59).  
As multiple negation disappeared from the English language during the Early Modern English period, do and other auxiliary verbs started to be used differently. Auxiliaries were placed as close to the negator not as possible, and sometimes they were even combined in one word, like don’t (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 111). This changed the word order as only one element was needed to make a negative statement.
	In the history of the English language inflectional endings disappeared, and as a result relations needed to be clarified through word order. The standard word order for declarative sentences became SVO (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 113). The use of inversion lessened in Early Modern English, but it is still used in present times, while the SVO word order is maintained.
In the sixteenth century, the functions of the English language became more elaborate, but not without difficulty (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 38). The lexicon was changing:
The issue of how to enrich English was part of sixteenth-century writers’ concern for the adequacy of their mother tongue as a literary medium. To meet the needs of creating English vocabulary for new concepts and new registers, masses of words were borrowed from the classical languages either directly or via French (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 39). 

Many loan words from Latin and French found their way into the English language: between 1576 and 1600 approximately 3,000 words were borrowed from Latin and almost 2,000 words were borrowed from French (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 53). It also became common for authors to use and create compounds, which was done to make up for the lack of English words. Through this new words were created, and as a result some words changed semantically as well. The meaning of a word can either be specialised or generalised, which often results in polysemy, which means that a word gets a new meaning on top of the old meaning (Nevalainen, 2006: p. 65). An example given by Nevalainen (2006) that is important for this thesis is that Master (Mr) and Mistress (Mrs) were used for the lower gentry, but in the Early Modern English era these titles came to be used for the non-gentry (p. 65). 

2.6 The Dutch Language around 1600
The history of the Dutch language can be divided into periods similar to those of the English language. Middle Dutch and Early Modern Dutch are important here, because they cover the time in which Dekker’s family probably moved to England and because the play is from this period as well. The former era lasts from 1100/1200 until 1500/1600 and the latter period covers the 1500/1600 until now (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008). In this chapter, some characteristics and changes that were going on in the Dutch language around 1600 will be summarised, which will make an analysis of the Dutch presented in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) possible. As mentioned earlier, in the play an English character uses Dutch and a ‘real’ Dutch character makes an appearance as well.

2.6.1 Standardisation
In the Middle Dutch period there was not one uniform language. Instead, there were several dialects, each with their own characteristics (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 16). The attempts to create a standard language started in the second half of the sixteenth century, which covers the transition period between Middle Dutch and Early Modern Dutch. However, standardising the language happened over a couple of centuries, and whichever period is chosen as its start, the standardisation had started before The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) was written (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 18).

2.6.2 Different Aspects of Language (Change)
The spelling in the Middle Dutch and Early Modern Dutch periods differed from today’s spelling, and even punctuation was used differently. While punctuation was not used in the Middle Dutch period, it came into use in the Early Modern Dutch period (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 27).	
In 1600, variation was found in unstressed, final syllables, as the –e is deleted at the end of some verb forms (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 32). Forms both with and without the final –e are found in Early Modern Dutch,  but in Middle Dutch only the variety with the final –e was found (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 32). 
The first grammar book was published in 1584, and was called Twe-spraack vande Nederduitsche letterkunst (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 54). This book, among other sources, tried to codify and prescribe the Dutch language, rather than describing it, in an attempt to standardise the language. The grammarians wanted Dutch to look like Latin as much as possible, as that was considered to be a prestigious language.
	Other morphological changes affected the plurals of nouns, which were generalised in Early Modern Dutch with an –(e)n ending, instead of having different plurals for weak and strong nouns (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 55). Du was used less in Early Modern Dutch, and it was replaced by gij and jij. U was not used until 1624, and thus gij and jij fulfilled the same function as you did in English, as they were used for the singular and the plural form of the second-person (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 57).
The use of verbs as regards to tense changed in the Early Modern Dutch period as well. The past participle was almost only used with ge-, while in Middle Dutch many verbs did not have the same prefix (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 63). Furthermore, in Early Modern Dutch, the inflection of verbs remained the same as in Middle Dutch. Exceptions were the first-person inflection, which changed from kere to keer, losing the final –e, and the second-person, which used to have a final –s. The second-person disappeared altogether, and instead the same inflection that was used for the third-person was used (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 65). Also, during the Early Modern Dutch period sullen is introduced as an indicator of future times (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 65). 
In Middle Dutch, the word order in the main sentence is the same as in the current language, namely SVO order. However, Middle Dutch provides more freedom to turn the word order around, as a result of the case system (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 91). When the case system starts to disappear from the Dutch language during the Early Modern Dutch period, the word order in sentences becomes more restricted (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 93).
Many words disappeared during the transition from Middle Dutch to Early Modern Dutch, as the standardisation of the language was started with a selection process, i.e. a prestigious proto-standard was chosen from existing dialects. At the same time, new words were invented and introduced, to replace unwanted and ‘impure’ loanwords (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 18). Some words that disappeared are thu (jij, u), thi (jou, u), thinin (jouw, uw) and quethan (zeggen) (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 14). 

2.7 The English Language in Plays
In plays a distinction was made between three types of styles: (a) the grand or high style, (b) the middle style and (c) the low or plain style (Adamson, 2001: p. 32). The different styles were used for different genres or different characters. The high style was used for histories and tragedies, and for princes and generals, the middle style was used for comedies, and for lovers and merchants, the low style was used for interludes and tavern scenes, and for country people and the working-class (Adamson, 2001: p. 32). The English language was thus used to portray the social hierarchy in plays. There are various features that implicated the grand or high style. It was identified by looking for great words, intense figures, metaphors or translated words, stirring sentences and amplifications (Adamson, 2001: pp. 35 – 36). Great words were long and strange words, for example Latinisms, dated words and compounds (Adamson, 2001: p. 36). Metaphors embody among other things prosopopoeia, which means that an inanimate object or an animal is expressed to be like a human being (Adamson, 2001: p. 38). Stirring sentences means delaying certain words in a sentence to intensify the meaning (Adamson, 2001: p. 40). Amplifying happened through repeating a word in the form of a synonym and by combining an adjective with a noun (Adamson, 2001: p. 40). 

2.7.1 The Characters’ Language and Social Class in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600)
The main characters in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday experience problems because of their social status and class. The question asked here is if the social hierarchy becomes evident through their language and use of language, as for example the fact that Lacie pretends to be a Dutch shoemaker. Why does he pretend to be a Dutch shoemaker, instead of an English person from the lower classes? 
The characters whose language will be analyzed in this thesis are Lacie/Hans, Simon Eyre, Rose, Jane, the King, The Lord Maior, Lincolne, Rafe, Jane, Hammon, Firke and Hodge.

The social hierarchy in the play:
Nobility – The King
Wealthy merchants (Upper classes) – Lincolne/Lacie/Hammon
Social aspirers – Simon Eyre/(Simon Eyre’s) wife
Middle classes – The Lord Maior/Rose
Craftsmen (Lower classes) – Firke/Hodge/Rafe/Jane/Sibill

On pages four and five of the play (1600), the Lord Maior (Rose’s father) and Lincolne (Lacie’s uncle) are talking about the love between Lacie and Rose. During this conversation the Lord Maior says that Lacie is from a higher class than Rose. Also, Lincolne has more money than the Lord Maior, and thus, Lincolne is from a higher class than the Lord Maior. As regards characteristics of the three types of style, Simon Eyre seems to use stirring sentences such as “braue men, braue leaders, may it please you to giue me audience, I am Simon Eyre” (Dekker, 1599: p. 9). He also refers to historic events and people, as in “[W]orship and honour you Babilonion knaues, for the Gentle Craft... nowe my true Troians” (Dekker, 1599: p. 53). This indicates that Simon Eyre is an educated man and he is therefore probably placed higher up on the social ladder than his craftsmen. However, according to his job, he is one of the craftsmen himself, the lower class in cities. This means that Firke, Hodge and Rafe are all from the lower classes, as they work for Simon Eyre. Jane and Rafe are married, meaning that Jane probably does belong to the working classes as well. Hammon is from the same class as Lacie, a wealthy man with money. The King, of course, is from the upper class.




Chapter 3 – Analyses

3.1 An Analysis of the English Language in The Shomaker’s Holiday 
This analysis of Thomas Dekker’s (1600) The Shomaker’s Holiday is based on earlier research on language change during the period in which Dekker’s play was written and set. Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg discuss fourteen changes in the English language from 1410 until 1619 in their book Historical Sociolinguistics (2003). The corpus used for the investigation of these changes was The Corpus of Early English Correspondence. In this thesis, the focus will be on four of these changes, namely the replacement of subject ye by you, my and thy versus mine and thine, present indicative third-person singular suffix –s versus –th​ and relative pronouns the which and which. A fifth change, the differences between thee and thou and thou and you, will also be analysed here. In the case of mine, thine, thee, thou, ye and you, it will also be discussed whether they are in the nominative or the accusative case, in other words, whether they are or belong to the subject or the object of the sentence or clause. Even though my investigation is based on a play rather than letters, the linguistic features selected can definitely be found in the play as well. What makes the language of The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) interesting is the fact that at the time of its publication, the standardisation of the English language was taking place. This meant that to some degree, variation disappeared from the language.
The language use of thirteen characters in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) was analysed with respect to the linguistic variables mentioned above. The social structure of seventeenth-century London and gender differences will also be discussed in relation to the linguistic changes.

3.1.1 Gender differences in the language use in The Shomaker’s Holiday
Of the thirteen characters in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) whose language use was analysed, four are women. According to Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) “[W]omen are systematically reported to use high-prestige standard variants more than men, so much so that this Sex/Prestige pattern is presented as a sociolinguistic universal in the English-speaking world” (p. 110). They also report that women use high prestige standards to claim authority and status, and to be respected (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 111). The fourteen changes that are discussed in Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s (2003) Historical Sociolinguistics are divided into three possible patterns of change: women ahead of men, switches from male to female advantage and men ahead of women. In this investigation I will make a claim about how these gender differences are noticeable in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600), and whether women or men are leading the change at that moment in time. Subject form you instead of ye, my and thy versus mine and thine, third person singular –s instead of –th are categorised under women ahead of men, while with the use of which instead of the which men are ahead of women (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003). How gender differences show in the language in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) will be discussed per linguistic change.

3.1.2 Social differences in the language use in The Shomaker’s Holiday                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Some variants of linguistic features were first adopted by the lower classes, while others were first used by the upper classes. Therefore, the social order in seventeenth-century London is important, as the social background may have had an influence on the people’s language use. One may also find out whether people changed their language use so that they could for example improve their social status. Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) discuss by which social class the changes they mention were probably led. This particular investigation is based on male informants only, as the female informants in their research were not representing all the different classes. An attempt will be made here to see if and by which characters in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) the linguistic variants previously mentioned were preferred. For this part of the analysis, the previously established social order in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) will be used. The social hierarchy is also used in Tables 1-7.

3.1.3 Replacement of subject ye by you and the occurrences of thee and thou
The development which caused the replacement of subject ye by you is associated with the disappearance of case contrast in general. According to Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003, p. 60) “the immediate origin of this change is said to be phonological confusion, since both forms had the same weak forms.” In other words, the pronunciation of ye and you was confused, which resulted in different spellings of the words.  
Throughout the text only six occurrences of ye are found, which occur in Simon Eyre’s, his wife’s and Firke’s lines. You is found 298 times, which makes up 98,03% of the total use of ye/you (see Table 1 below).




		Ye	You	Total	Percentage Usage You Form
Nobility	King (m)	0	22	22	100%
Wealthy merchants/ Upper class	Lincolne (m)	0	20	20	100%
	Lacie/Hans (m)	0	6	6	100%
	Hammon (m)	0	23	23	100%
Social aspirers	Simon Eyre (m)	4	47	51	92,16%
	Wife (f)	1	17	18	94,44%
Middle class	The Lord Maior (m)	0	36	36	100%
	Rose (f)	0	12	12	100%






Table 1 Occurrences of ye and you in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); (m) is a male character, (f) is a female character

Other forms of the second person subject that were often used in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) are thee and thou. Thee occurred 62 times (35,63%) while thou occurred 112 times (64,37%). Every character uses either one or both of these forms, the only one who does not use thee is Sibill. Of thee and thou, the latter is more modern and was still used quite often (cf. Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003). The total occurrences of thee and thou are presented in Table 2. 
		Thee	Thou	Total	Percentage Usage Thou Form
Nobility	King (m)	5	12	17	70,59%
Wealthy merchants/ Upper class	Lincolne (m)	6	12	18	66,67%
	Lacie/Hans (m)	2	5	7	71,43%
	Hammon (m)	8	10	18	55,56%
Social aspirers	Simon Eyre (m)	10	15	25	60%
	Wife (f)	8	15	23	65,22%
Middle class	The Lord Maior (m)	4	5	9	55,56%
	Rose (f)	6	6	12	50%






Table 2 Occurrences of thee and thou in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); (m) is a male character, (f) is a female character

What is interesting here is that thou was often used as a form of address between people who did not have a great ‘social distance’ between them, or people who were socially equal. You was used by people from a lower class addressing someone from a higher class; it was thus a form of respect. However, as can be seen in Table 3 below, thou and you were used interchangeably, and no noticeable differences between the various classes are present. The King, for example, uses you to address Lincolne, Lacie/Hans, Rose and The Lord Maior, all people from the upper or middle classes, but he also uses thou as a form of address for the same people and for Simon Eyre. This shows little variation, except for the fact that Simon Eyre is a social aspirer, originally from the lower classes of the social hierarchy, and he is only addressed by thou. When characters are speaking to the King, they address him with you most of the time, but Simon Eyre says thou to him as well. Therefore, the use of thou between the King and Simon Eyre might be the result of mutual respect and the fading of the ‘social distance’ between them (see Appendix A and Table 3 below).
		Thou	You	Total	Percentage Usage You Form
Nobility	King (m)	12	22	34	64,71%
Wealthy merchants/ Upper class	Lincolne (m)	12	20	32	62,50%
	Lacie/Hans (m)	5	6	11	54,55%
	Hammon (m)	10	23	33	69,70%
Social aspirers	Simon Eyre (m)	15	47	62	75,81%
	Wife (f)	15	17	32	53,13%
Middle class	The Lord Maior (m)	5	36	41	87,80%
	Rose (f)	6	12	18	66,67%






Table 3 Occurrences of thou and you in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); (m) is a male character, (f) is a female character

Ye and you both occur as many times in the nominative as they occur in the accusative in the text. Examples of both forms as the subject are 
(1)	Captaines, you will not release him (Dekker, 1600: p. 9);
(2)	Heare ye friend, haue ye any skill in the mistery of Cordwainers” (Dekker, 1600: p. 17). 
For the accusative, the following sentences are examples: 
(3)	I am sure you make that garland for me (Dekker, 1600: p. 12);
(4)	fare ye wel master (Dekker, 1600: p. 16). 
Thee and thou are both found as subjects and as objects as well, but thee is more frequently used in the accusative, while thou is more regularly used in the nominative. The following are examples of the forms used as a subject:
(5)	Thou know’st our trade makes rings for womens heeles (Dekker, 1600: p. 11);
(6)	Get thee in, call for some meate and drinke (Dekker, 1600: p. 35).
Examples of the accusative are: 
(7)	None worse I know thou hast (Dekker, 1600: p. 27);
(8)	Good friend I drinke to thee (Dekker, 1600: p. 39). 
Thee seems to be used more frequently in the accusative while thou is regularly used in the nominative. However, they were used in the other case as well, but they do not appear to be used as interchangeable over the different functions as ye and you. Therefore, ye and you, the more modern forms, have more freedom in the way they can be used.
	Another point of interest is whether you was used more frequently than all three older forms – thee, thou and ye – combined. The old forms account for 180 occurrences while you is found 298 times. In percentages, this means that you is used 62,34% of the time, which shows that Thomas Dekker was quite modern and progressive in his use of the subjects thee, thou, ye and you.
Now the question whether women were ahead of men in their use of you instead of ye becomes relevant. Ye is used only six times in the complete text, of which only once by a woman: Simon Eyre’s wife. The other five instances of ye are used by Simon Eyre and Firke. However, all three characters use you more often, respectively 17, 47 and 43 times. Therefore, it seems that women were more progressive in the use of you, but as there are only six occurrences of the older form ye no definite conclusion can be drawn.


3.1.4 My and thy versus mine and thine
In their research, Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) divide the linguistic usage of my and thy instead of mine and thine into four case scenarios: (a) before words starting with a consonant, (b) before words starting with a vowel, (c) before initial <h> and (d) before own (p. 61). The last environment (d) is specified in their research as this word still preferred mine and thine while the more modern form was already used in the other cases (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 61). However, these different environments will not be discussed in relation to The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600), but the nominative and accusative cases of all four words will be looked at here.
My was found 433 times in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) whereas mine only occurred fourteen times. This means that my was used 96,87% of the time, while thy was used 89,41% of time in the case of thy/thine. The two forms combined lead to a total of 95,68% where the modern forms were used. When compared to Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s (2003) results, this is a very high percentage. Although they made subdivisions into four linguistic categories, the frequency of my and thy between 1580 and 1619 was somewhere between approximately 60% and 90%. It can thus be concluded that Thomas Dekker was progressive in his language use of the first- and second-person singular possessive determiners.
Three out of four possessive determiners have been used by Dekker as objects and as subjects. The only one that was solely used as an object is thine. All nine instances of thine were objects, as in the sentence: 
(1)	Pricke thine enemies Rafe (Dekker, 1600: p. 10).
 Thy was used both in the subject and in the object, in sentences such as: 
(2)	Thy wife man, is in London (subject) (Dekker, 1600: p. 35);
(3)	Give me thy hand (object) (Dekker, 1600: p. 10). 
However, only five out of 76 occurrences of thine were used in the nominative case. My was used more frequently as an object, for example in: 
(4)	So in mine absence thinke vpon my wife (Dekker, 1600: p. 10).
It was also found as part of the subject: 
(5)	My Rowland is as gentle as a lambe (Dekker, 1600: p. 13). 
Finally, mine was used two times in the nominative case, compared to twelve instances as part of the object. Examples of mine in both cases are: 
(6)	This Dodger is mine vncles parasite [object] (Dekker, 1600: p. 10); 
(7)	Whats mine shall (if thou make my selfe thine) all be thine [subject] (Dekker, 1600: p. 42). 
Overall, the modern forms seem to lend themselves better to be used as the subject or to be incorporated into the subject.   
As with the difference between ye and you, the shift from mine/thine to my/thy was led by women. This is also reflected in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) as all fourteen occurrences of mine are in lines spoken by male characters, and eight out of nine usages of thine are by men as well. The other instance of thine is by Rose, while the other female characters only use thy. Furthermore, thine is sub-divided into all social classes, but mine is used by people from the upper and middle classes more frequently than by the lower classes, as can be seen in Tables 4 and 5 below.
		Mine	My	Total	Percentage Usage My Form
Nobility	King (m)	1	11	12	91,67%
Wealthy merchants/ Upper class	Lincolne (m)	1	37	38	97,37%
	Lacie/Hans (m)	4	19	23	82,61%
	Hammon (m)	2	31	33	93,94%
Social aspirers	Simon Eyre (m)	2	121	123	98,37%
	Wife (f)	0	18	18	100%
Middle class	The Lord Maior (m)	0	36	36	100%
	Rose (f)	0	23	23	100%






Table 4 Occurrences of mine and my in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); (m) is a male character, (f) is a female character

		Thine	Thy	Total	Percentage Usage Thy Form
Nobility	King (m)	1	10	11	90,91%
Wealthy merchants/ Upper class	Lincolne (m)	1	7	8	87,50%
	Lacie/Hans (m)	0	6	6	100%
	Hammon (m)	2	9	11	81,82%
Social aspirers	Simon Eyre (m)	0	16	16	100%
	Wife (f)	0	3	3	100%
Middle class	The Lord Maior (m)	0	4	4	100%
	Rose (f)	1	2	3	66,67%






Table 5 Occurrences of thine and thy in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); (m) is a male character, (f) is a female character

	The social aspirers lagged behind with the use of my and thy instead of mine and thine until 1579, when the only social class that stayed behind came to be the upper class (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 143). Between 1580 and 1619 more than ninety percent of the lower classes, almost ninety percent of the middle classes and the social aspirers, and approximately 75% of the upper classes used my and thy rather than mine and thine (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 143). Mine is used in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) by Lincolne, Lacie, Simon Eyre, Firke, Rafe, the King and Hammon. Of these characters, the King is nobility, Lincolne, Lacie and Hammon are from the upper class, Simon Eyre is a social aspirer and Firke and Rafe are from the lower classes. Thine is used by the King (nobility), Lincolne and Hammon (upper class), Firke, Hodge and Rose (lower/middle classes). The usages of mine and thine are not representative of the ruling social order in 1600, as mine is used more often by the upper class and the nobility, whereas thine is used more often by the lower and middle classes (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: pp. 142 – 142). Therefore, Thomas Dekker’s play is not representative of the use of my and thy instead of mine and thine in its time: in fact, it is even contradictory in its use, as a distinction can be made between mine usage and thine usage by the different social classes.


3.1.5 Relative pronouns the which and which
As can be seen in Table 6 below, Thomas Dekker (1600) used which 100% of the time. 
		The which	Which	Total	Percentage Usage Which Form
Nobility	King (m)	0	2	2	100%
Wealthy merchants/ Upper class	Lincolne (m)	0	3	3	100%
	Lacie/Hans (m)	0	1	1	100%
	Hammon (m)	0	5	5	100%
Social aspirers	Simon Eyre (m)	0	1	1	100%
	Wife (f)	0	1	1	100%
Middle class	The Lord Maior (m)	0	1	1	100%
	Rose (f)	0	2	2	100%






Table 6 Occurrences of the which and which in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); (m) is a male character, (f) is a female character
Compared to Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s (2003) research, this also reflects their finding for the year 1600. More precisely, their research shows that between 1580 and 1619, either the which or which could be used in almost all cases, although the more modern form which was preferred (p. 74). Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003: pp. 73 – 74) argue that the development from the which to which started in the north of England as the form the which did not generalise there. In addition, from 1500 onwards a distinction was made between the form used in the subject function and in prepositional phrases, where which was used as a subject and the which was more regularly used for prepositional phrases (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 74). However, which was used in all cases in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600), and in a quite modern way, as in:
(1)	But not the deere (sir) which you had in chace (Dekker, 1600: p. 20).
It is impossible to draw any conclusions with respect to gender differences in the use of the which and which as there are only eighteen occurrences of which and none of the which. However, what can be said, is that only 16,67% of the cases in which which was used, it was used by women. This means that 83,33% of which, was by male characters. Still, this does not support Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s conclusion that men used which more often and sooner than women did, as there are no instances of the which to compare the results to.

3.1.6 Present indicative third-person singular suffix –s versus –th 
The replacement of the suffix –th by –s started in the north of England in the tenth century, but the old form was still found in the Late Modern English period (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 67). Of all the changes discussed here, this one has the longest history. The use of –s became more common in the Late Middle English period, then it was used less for about a century, after which the modern form spread quickly again (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, 2003: p. 67).
	As Table 7 below shows, only 57,30% of all the places where either the ​–th form or the –s form could occur, the latter was used. 
		-th	-s	Total	Percentage Usage –s Form
Nobility	King (m)	1	3	4	75%
Wealthy merchants/ Upper class	Lincolne (m)	9	5	14	34,71%
	Lacie/Hans (m)	3	3	6	50%
	Hammon (m)	7	8	15	53,33%
Social aspirers	Simon Eyre (m)	2	6	8	75%
	Wife (f)	1	3	4	75%
Middle class	The Lord Maior (m)	4	6	10	60%
	Rose (f)	4	1	5	20%






Table 7 Occurrences of –th and –s in Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); (m) is a male character, (f) is a female character

Compared to the other changes, this is not a very high percentage. However, for his time, Thomas Dekker was rather progressive in his use of these suffixes, as according to Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) only about 40% of all the people used the –s form between 1580 and 1619 (p. 68). 
	Furthermore, the analysis of Dekker’s (1600) The Shomaker’s Holiday shows that women used an equal amount of –th​ and –s, with eight instances of both. Male characters used the –th form thirty times and the –s form 43 times, which means that the modern form was used 58,90% of the time, while the women used the same form 50% of the time. Examples of both forms are: 
(1)	My daughter knowes thereof, and for that cause... (Dekker, 1600: p. 32);
(2)	Oh God it pincheth me, what wil you do? (Dekker, 1600: p. 51).
Interestingly, the first example is uttered by the Lord Maior, while the second is uttered by Rose. As can be seen, Rose uses the older ending, while her father seems to be more progressive. Therefore, the findings in Dekker’s play do not correspond with Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s findings.




3.2 An Analysis of the Dutch Language in The Shomaker’s Holiday
The Dutch language has shortly been discussed in Chapter 2.6, where it was stated that the language was being standardised from 1550 onwards. As Thomas Dekker has Dutch ancestry and uses two Dutch characters in his play, the language of these characters will be discussed here. One of the characters is Lacie, disguised as Dutch shoemaker Hans, who has learned the language when he visited the Netherlands. The other Dutch character is the merchant Skipper, trying to sell wares of his boat. It is not surprising that Dekker made the ‘strangers’ Dutch, as one out of five foreigners in London around 1600 was from the Netherlands. 
The standardisation of the Dutch language resulted in language changes, which can shed light on how progressive or archaic Dekker’s use of the Dutch language was.
The changes that will be examined are whether du or only jij and gij are used, what forms of verb inflection occur in the first- and second-person singular and the modern –(e)n ending of plural nouns.

3.2.1 Second-person pronouns: du, jij and/or gij
Du disappeared from the Dutch language in the Early Modern Dutch era, and jij and gij became the only two used forms. The northern variant was jij, which was not always used in texts (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 57). Both the more common gij and the less frequently used jij were used for singular and plural, and in familiar and more polite environments (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 57). There is no difference in meaning between the two words, and thus they were used interchangeably in northern texts.
	The first part of the analysis shows that both Lacie/Hans, the Englishman pretending to be Dutch, and Skipper do not use real Dutch in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600). Gij, jij and even du are not used at all, instead both characters use yow, you, yo and ye instead. Ye and yo are used in the lines: 
(1)	Forward metresse, tis vn good skow, it sal vel dute, or ye sal neit betallen (Dekker, 1600: p. 51);
(2)	yo sal heb good copen (Dekker, 1600: p. 25). 
Thomas Dekker seems to have replaced the Dutch second-person singular pronouns with the second-person singular pronouns from the English language. All the forms are used for addressing more than one person too, as in the following line, where both Firke and Hodge are addressed.
(3)	 daer sal yow fine dis skipper and me (Dekker, 1600: p. 22). 
Therefore, in this case, Dekker is not representative of the Dutch language at all, let alone progressive in his use.

3.2.2 The inflection of verbs in the first-person and in the second-person 
The inflection of verbs did not change much during the transition from Middle to Early Modern Dutch, except for the first-person and the second-person singular forms (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 65). The first-person verb inflection used to consist of a final –e, as in neme, but it became more common during the Early Modern Dutch period to write neem. The second-person used to be written and spelled neems, but this inflection disappeared from the Dutch language and the third-person singular inflection came in use for the second-person (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 65). 
	What is interesting is that ic has four different spelling variants in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600), while there was only one official spelling variant in Dutch. Both Lacie/Hans and Skipper use the forms ick and ic, and Lacie/Hans also uses ich and ik. More importantly, they both use the more modern inflection, as there is not a single first-person occurrence with a final –e. Examples are:
(1)	Ik weet niet wat yow seg ich vestaw you niet (Dekker, 1600: p. 17);
(2)	Yaw, yaw, ic heb veale ge drunck (Dekker, 1600: p. 26). 
In all the sentences where the ic form is used, the final –e is missing.
	You, yow, yo and ye are used as objects rather than as subjects, but in the line
(3)	 ...yo cut me vn pair vapres vor mester ieffres bootes (Dekker, 1600: p. 45)
 the second-person singular form with a final –t has been used, which means the original second-person singular inflection has been replaced by the third-person singular inflection. Another instance where you is the subject is in the sentence:
(4)	You be welcome broder (Dekker, 1600: p. 34).
This sentence sounds so much like English that it is hard to make a distinction between the second- and third-person singular inflections. However, in the only case where any second-person singular pronoun is used as a subject in Dutch language, Dekker uses the more modern inflection. Still, nothing can be concluded as one example is not enough to base a general statement on.

3.2.3 The –(e)n ending of plural nouns
In the Early Modern Dutch era, plural nouns ended in –(e)n overall (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 55), but in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) different endings are found as well. Plural nouns like dingen, almonds, tings, copen and bootes are used by both Lacie/Hans and Skipper (Dekker, 1600: pp. 17 – 45). The most interesting pair of plurals is found in tings and dingen, as they mean the same thing but have a different initial consonant and a different ending, which would not have been the case in Middle Dutch, as a distinction was made between strong and weak nouns (Mooijaart and v.d. Wal, 2008: p. 55). Again, Thomas Dekker is not modern in his use of the Dutch language.


Chapter 4 – Conclusion

Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) portrays the lives of several Londoners from different social backgrounds in the seventeenth century. Dekker is ambiguous at best in his representation of social diversity in his use of English. You is preferred to ye almost all of the time in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600), which is in accordance with Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s (2003) findings. However, the social distance indicated by using either thou (on equal terms or used to address people from lower classes) or you (used to address people from higher classes) is not represented in the play, as even the King is addressed with thou by Simon Eyre, who is a social aspirer, at that moment belonging to the middling ranks. My and thy, instead of mine and thine, are used almost all of the time as well and they are used more frequently than the findings of Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) indicate. Dekker’s play uses my and thy most of the time for all classes, but the middle classes and the social aspirers make the most use of the modern forms, followed by the lower classes, and the upper classes have the lowest percentage. Compared to Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003), the lower classes should make the most use of the more modern forms, followed by the middling ranks and the social aspirers and the upper classes would use the modern forms the least. Dekker is progressive in his use of the first- and second-person possessive determiners, but he is not representative of the ruling social order. The which is not used at all in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) and, therefore, there are no class differences to be found in the usage of the which and which. However, this does draw a parallel between The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) and Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg’s (2003) research, as they also found that in 1600 which was used almost all of the time. The choice for the third-person singular suffix –s instead of –th was found more than half of the time in Dekker’s (1600) play, which is a great deal more than the findings in The Corpus of Early English Correspondence. Dekker (1600) is not only progressive in his linguistic choice for the more modern variant –s, but he is also representative of his time, as the lower classes and social aspirers lead the shift. Overall, Dekker (1600) is very progressive in his linguistic choices, but he does not always reflect the social structure of seventeenth-century London in these choices. In the case of you and thou, the social context of the choice is not of influence, and in the case of mine, thine, my and thy the difference in use by the various social classes is not represented in correlation to the findings in personal letters by Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003). However, both the choice between the which and which, and between –th and –s are representative of the usage in the ruling social hierarchy, and Dekker (1600) seems to be supportive of the linguistic shifts overall, as he uses the modern forms more often than would be expected in his time.
	The linguistic shifts analysed in Chapter 3.1 were either led by women ahead of men, or by men ahead of women. According to Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg (2003) the changes from ye to you, mine and thine to my and thy, and –th to –s were led by women, while the which to which was led by men. The change led by men will not be discussed here, as there are no comparative results in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600); the which never occurs in the text. In the play, ye is mostly used by male characters, but all characters use you a lot more than they use ye. This change seems to be led by women, but the frequency of ye is not high enough to take a permanent stance on this. However, in the case of my and thy, all the female characters together only once used the older form of thine, while all the other occurrences of mine and thine were in lines by male characters. Therefore, Dekker (1600) supports the reality of women leading this shift. The last subject of analysis, the present indicative third-person singular suffix –s instead of -th, contradicts that the change was led by women, as the female characters use –s half of the time, while the male characters used the same form more frequently. Again, Dekker (1600) is partially representative of the nature of the linguistic shifts, as women are more progressive in their use of you, my and thy, but they are less supportive of –s.
	Although the Dutch language was not analysed on social distinctions, something can be said about how and why the Dutch is used in order to portray the ruling social hierarchy in seventeenth-century London. As stated in Chapter 2, approximately one out of five foreigners living in London came from the Netherlands. This might have played a part in Dekker’s (1600) decision to have Lacie disguise himself as a Dutch shoemaker. Of course, Dekker’s ancestry was of influence in this choice as well, as he might have had some knowledge of the Dutch language. However, the Dutch presented in The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) does not resemble the true Dutch language in 1600. This might be due to Dekker’s limited knowledge of Dutch, which has probably been influenced by his everyday use of English. It is possible that Dekker (1600) attempted to show the English crowd that foreigners adjusted to the English life and language, and that he thus used a Dutch disguise for Lacie. Furthermore, by having Lacie playing Hans, Lacie becomes a man from the lower regions of the social hierarchy, even more so because of him being a ‘stranger’. However, it seems more likely that Dekker altered the Dutch language on purpose, in order to make it understandable to the mainly English audience of his play.
	Thus, ‘[I]n what way is the socio-historical context of seventeenth-century London reflected in the language use of Thomas Dekker’s The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600)?’ Overall, the language of The Shomaker’s Holiday (1600) reflects social context in the use of modern and older forms of various simple words and word endings. Not all Dekker’s (1600) language is representative of the divisions based on language in seventeenth-century London, but social and gender distinctions are noticeable through the use of the different forms. The choice for Lacie to be disguised as a Dutch shoemaker is very clever, as the difference in social status between foreigners and Englishmen was clear in 1600: foreigners belonged to the lower or even lowest ranks of society.
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Appendix A – Thou and You as Forms of Address

	Social class	Nobility	Wealthy mercants/Upper class	Social aspirers	Middle class	Craftsmen/ Lower class
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